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. .J « • , 1 '■) A ^n ^'> \^ 18-26 31 33. and 35-36 under 35 US.C. 
The Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-10, ih ^o. ^i. J^. * 

§l02(b) as allegedly being anticipated by MacPherson (U.S. Patent 5.858.500). 

The Examiner rejected claims 3, 1 7, 32. and 34 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over MacPherson (U.S. Patent 5.858.500) in view of Burton (U.S. Patcat No. 
6,084,380). 

Applicant, i^spectfally traverse the §102 and §103 rejections with the following 
arguments. 
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. . J 1 • t o 21 in 10 »fi 18-26 31 33, and 35-36 under 35 U.S.C. 
The Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-10, i» zo, ^i, :>^, 

§l02(b) as allegedly being anticipated by MacPherson (U.S. Patent 5,858.500). 

Applicants itspectfuUy contend that MacPherson does not anticipate claim 1 . because 
MacPherson does not teach each and every feature of claim 1. For example. MacPherson does 
not teach ' Vherein a plurality of electrically conductive lines or a plurality of electrically 
conductive ink traces exist within each layer of the wrap" (emphasis added). Tlie electrically 
conductive lines or tracks are printed onto the outer surface of each layer of the wrap and 
therefore do not exist within the layer as requitx^d by claim 1 . See MacPherson, col. 4. lines 52- 
56: "The laminate is formed of a number of separate layers, the outermost delamination 
respondent layer including a matrix 34 of diagonally extending semi-conductive lines printed 
onto a rectangular, thin insulating film 36" (empha^s added). See also MacPherson, col. 5, lines 
10-12: "The layer 46 includes tracks 48 of carbon loaded polyester ink printed onto opposite 
sides of an elcclrically insulating fihn 50" (emphasis added). 

Based on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully maintain tliat MacPherson 
docs not anticipate claim 1. and that claim 1 is in eondition for allowance. Since claims 2. 4-10, 
and 12.13 depend from claim 1. Applicants contend that claims 2. 4-10, and 12-13 are likewise 
in condition for allowance, 

Applicants r^pectftiUy contend that MacPherson does not anticipate claim 14. because 
MacPherson docs not teach each and every feature of claim 14. 

For example. MacPherson does not teach "an extension, having a first end inserted in the 
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assembly. a.d a second end having at least one bondiug pad thereon" (emphasis added). ^ 
Examber argues that MacPhcrson teaches the preceding feature of claim 14 in col. 4. lines 43- 
4(5. Tn response. Applicants respectfully contend that col. 4. lines 43^6 most certai 

icach that «n end of an extension has a bonding pad thereon as required by claim 14. In fact, 
MacPhcrson does not disclose the existence of abonding pad anywhere iaU.S.P. 5.858.500. 

As another example. MacPhcrson docs not teach «'a tamper respondent wrap at least 
partiaUy surrounding the assembly.havingatleast one corxespondingbonding pad. whcreinth^ 

bondiug pad of the extension is secured to the bonding pad of the wrap" (emphasis added). 
The lixaminer argues: ''sec column 4. line 51 through column 5. line 29. where "at least on 
corresponding bondingpad-isread on "connector."". In response. Applicants contend that while a 
bonding pad isacomieetor,aconncctor is not necessarilyabonding pad. Indeed.abondinepad 

is a particular type of connector which is not disclosed by MacPhcrson. Applicants respectfully 
contend that col. 4, lines 51 - col. 5. line 29 most certaiiUy does not teach that the wrap comprises 
abonding pad as required by claim 14, In fact. MacPhcrson does not teach the existence of a 
bonding pad anywhere in U.S.P. 5,858.500. 

Based on the preceding arguments. AppUcants respectfully maintain that MacPhcrson 
docs not anticipate claim 14. and Ibat claim 14 is in condition for allowance. Since claims 15-19 
depend from claim 14. Applicants contend that claims 15-19 are likewise in condition for 
allowance, 

Applicants respectfully contend that MacPhereon docs not anticipate claim 20. because 
MacPhcrson docs not teach each and every feature of claim 20. For example. MacPhcrson does 
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„o, «ach-^»hercta aptoUty of ek*ic.ny conduocivc Hn=s crapluraltty of e1«.rioally 
conductive in. t«cc» oxi.. wiWn «ch layer of .he wap" (emphasis added). The eleetrieaUy 
conducive lines or Uack. a« printed onto the outer surface of each lay. of the »Tap and 
the^fcre do no. exist within thelayerasrcuiredbycldm 20, SceMscPhcrson. col. 4. lines 52- 

56: 'The laminate is fomed of a number of separate layers, the outermost delaminaUon 
respondent layer ineluding a .natrix 34 of diagonally extending scmi-eondueUvc lines printed 
onto areetangub, thin insalatins film 36" Cemph»^ MsePherson, col. 5, lines 

1M2: "The layer 46 includes tn,eks 48 of carbon loaded polyester ink printed onto opposite 
sides of an electrically tosnlating film 50" (emphasis added). 

Based on the preceding arguments. Applieants respeetfuUy maintain diat MacPherson 
does not antieipate claim 20. «.d that cUim 20 is in eondifion for allowance. Since claims 34-36 

depend ftom claim 20. Applicants eontend that claims 34-36 are likewise in eondiUon for 

allowance. 

Applicants n^spectfully contend that MacPherson does not anticipate claim 21, because 
MacPherson does no. Kach each and every feature of el^ 21, For example, MacPherson does 
not teach -Vherein an end of the flexible exKnsion cable has a bondtoB pad UKreon." 
MacPherson doesnol disclose the existenceofabondingpad as explained in relation to 

claim 14. 

Based on the preceding arguments. Applicants respoetfuUy mah.Uin that MacPherson 
does not anticipate claim 21 . and that claim 21 is iix condition for allowance. Since claims 22-26 
depend from claim 21 , Applicants contend that claims 22-26 are likewise h. condition for 
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Applicants respectfully contend that MacFherson does not anticipate claim 31. because 
MacPhcrson does not teach each aa^d even. featur.ofc]aim31. For exan.p1c,MacPhc^^ 

not teach "wherein a plurality of electrieally conductive lines or a plurality of eleetricaUy 
conductive ink traces exist within each layer o f the wrap" (emphasis added). The electrically 
conductiveUaesortracksareprmledontotheoutersatfacecfeachlayeroftl.ewrapand 

therefore do i.,t exist within the layer as required by claim 31 . See MacPherson. col. 4. lines 52- 
56: "The laminate is fonned of a number of separate layers, the outermost delamination 
respondent layer including a matrix 34 of diagonally extending semi-eonduetive lines printed 
onto a rectangular, thin insulating film 36" (emphasis added). See also MacPherson. col . 5, lines 

10-121 '«The layer 46 includes tracks 48 of carbon loaded polyester ink printed onto opposite 

sides of an electrically insulating film 50" (emphasis added). 

Based on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully maintain that MacPherson 

does not anticipate claim 31. and that claim 31 is in condition for allowai.ce. Since claims 32-33 

depends from claim 31. Applicants contend that elai,ns 32-33 are hkewise in condition for 

allowance. 
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neBxammetr^cctcd claims 3, ,7.32.a.,d34«ndcr35U.S.C. §103(a) os allegedly 
„„pate„.*leov«MacPhc.soa(U,S.Pa.em5,858,500)u,vie«ofB»r.«n(U.S,Pa.e«No. 



being 



6,084,380). 

Applicants respectfully contend *a. claims 3, 17, 32, and 34 are not unpatentable over 
MacPherson in vie« otButtnn. because MacPbersen in view of Burton docs not teach or suggest 
each and every feature of claims 3, 17, 32, »-d 34. For example, MacPherson in view of Burton 
doesnotteach or suggest-Vbcrdnaetamper respondent wrapineludcs an adhesive inn. 

surface lhat adheres the wrap to the cleotrorac assembly". 

The Examiner argues: "mm leaches a pUnar intelligent battery table for the exterior 
surtoofastandardbatcrypacMseoabsttaet), in which he teaches wherein .he tamper 

respondent wrap includes at, adhesive inner surfece that adheres the wr^ to the clecuonic 
assembly (see column 10, lines 1-14).... Therefore, it would havebceit obvious to a person 
havingordmary skill intoartatthethnethcinvention was made to havomodifiedMat^to 
^.include wherein the tamper respondentwrapincludes an adhesive inner surftctha, adheres 

tlre wrap to the elect^nic assembly.... It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary 
skill in .hear, at thetimetheinventionwasmadeto have modifiedM^imbyflKtc^^^ 

of EnflosLbccause wherein the umper respondent w«p includes an adhesive i,u,er surface that 
adbe^s the wrap to theel^tronic assembly would retain the folded overlapping portions in place 

and would conceal the lines (see MacEhSEM, column 5. Unea 33-40)." 

inresponse to the preceding argument by fl.e Examiner, Applicants ren.ectfully contend 

MthoExaminer-sargunt^^tformodifyingMacPbcson with the teaching of Burton is no. 
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persuasive for at least tho followinE two teasons. 

The first reasun why tho Bxan,inefs argument for modifying MacPherson with the 
.eachingofBurtonisnotpersuasive is matMaoPhersonaireadyhasameohsnism for retaining 

.he folded overlappingportionsinp.ace.SeoMacPhe.son. lines 33-34:"Adhesiveisprovided to 
retain the folded and overlapping portions in place. " Tl-erefore. MacPherson does not need "an 
adhesive inner surbc that adores the wrap to the electronic assembler to retain the folded and 

overlapping portions in place. 

The second reason «hy the Exa-niner's argnment for modifying MacPherson with the 
teaching ofBurton is not pe^uasivo is thatMacPherson already hasamechanism tor concealing 

CO lines. See M«=Pherson, lines 37-39: "A thin layer of adhesive, blackened witlr a ligj- losing 
of carbon, is appliedto the enclosure 26 and con^ls the hnes." " Therefore, MacPherson does 
not need »an adhesive inner s»f»=e that adheres the wrap to the electronic assembly" to co»:eal 

die lines. 

Based on the preceding arguments. AppUeants respectWly maintain that claims 3, 17. 
32.and 34a,ettotunpa.entablcoverMaePhcrsO«toviewofBurton.«.dthatclaims3, 17.32, 

and 34 are in condition for allowanco. 
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